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for any purpose other than in connection with a definitely related Govern-
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the United States within the meaning of the Espionage Laws, Title 18, U.S.C.,
Sections 793 and 794. Its transmission or the revelation of its contents
in any manner to an unauthorized person is prohibited by law.
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The research described in this report was conducted by the Cornell
Aeronautical Laboratory, Inc., Buffalo, New York under U.S. Air Force
Comtract No. AF33(038)-3551.,

This project is part of a continuing program of airecraft flutter
research initiated and sponsored by the Aircraft Laboratory, Wright Air
Development Center. The project was administered by Messrs. W. J.
Mykytow and L, A, Tolve of the Dynamics Branch, Aircraft Laboratory and
conducted under ARDC Project, Task No. 1370-13472, "Subsoni¢ Wind Tunnel
Tests on Straight and Sweptback Wings Carrying Tip Weights',

This report reveals information relating to flutter research with
military implications to aircraft design. Since the safeguarding of this
- information is necessary in the interests of mational security, this
report, exception the title, has been classified "Confidential" in its
entirety in accordance with paragraphs 2.s and 24.a(9) of AFR 205-1.
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ABSTRACT

A wind tunnel modsl was designed, construcied, and tested in order teo
accumulate experimental data on the effects of systematic changes of various
tip pod mass parameters and of rigid body degrees of freedom on wing flutter
characteristics, and to compare these data with the results of theoretical
analyses. A tapered wing with quarter chord swept back 40° was tested with
heavy tip pods in cantilever, symmetric, and antisymmetric configurations.

Flutter analyses were made of two selected configurations in each of the
cantilever, symmetric, and antisymmetric modes. Couputed results from analyses
based on strip theory aerodynamics, with one exception, gave good agreement with
experimental results, whereas analyses based on finite wing asredynamlcs in
general yielded appreciably unconservative flutter speeds.

_ All phases of the project were conducted at the Cornell Aercﬁautical
Laboratory, Inc., Buffalo, New York., The wind tunnel tests were performed
in the Laboratory's 8% x 12 ft, Variable Density Tunnel during June 1953,
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SYMBOLS

Semichord of wing normal to elastic axis, in inches

Semichord of wing at reference station (3/4 span) normal 1o
elagtic axis = 8.74 inches

Length of wing measured along the elastic axis from roll axis
to tip pod centerline = 76,63 inches

Distance along elastic axis from roll axis, in inches

Sweep angle of elastic axis = 38° 15¢

Wing flexural rigidity, in lb.-in.?

Wing torsiomal rigidity, in lb.-in.?

Weight of wing per unit span, in 1b, per inch

Static moment of wing about the elastic axis per unit span, positive
for aft c.g., in 1b.

Moment of inertia of wing about the elastic axis per'usit span,
in 1b,=in.

Weight of tip pod and fusslage* respectively, in 1b.

Static moment of tip pod about an axis normal to the tip pod
centerline through the intersection of the elastic axis and

tip pod centerline, and gtatic moment of fuselage about an axis
normal to the fuselage centerline through the intersection of roll

axis and elastic axis, respectively, positive for aft c.g., in
ib,~in,

Moment of inertia of tip pod about an axis normal %o the tip pod
centerline through the intersection of the elastic axis and tip
pod centerline, and wmoment of inertia of fuselage about an axis
normal to the fuselage centerline through the intersection of roll
axis and elastic axis, respectively, in 1lb.-in.

Fuselage roll inertia about fuselage centerline, in 1b.-in‘2‘
Normalized mode shape for the ith mede. Superseripts (1), (0),

(p), and (r) refer respectively to first cantilever bending, trans-
lation, pitch,and roll modes,

Note that as the model described in this report was a half-span model, all
fuselage properities as defined here would correspeﬁd to the propertiss of a

half-fuselage for a full-scale aircraft.

WADC TR 53 -16l, pa
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Normalized first cantilever torsion mode shape

Normalized slope of the first cantilever Pegding'mode, in
radians per inch, negative for positive h 1

Normalized slope of the first cantilever bending mode ff
the tip, in radians per inch, negative for positive h(

Generalized coordinate in the ith mode. Supersoripts (1),

(¢ ), (0), (p), and (r) refer respectively to first

uncoupled cantilever bending, first uncoupled cantilever
torsion, translation, pitch, and roll modes. Note that the
di?ensions of all generalized coordinates are in inches, except
Hp % Jwhich 1s non-dimensional (radians)

Non-dimensional mass terms defined in Appendix I

"Rffective c.g. location" = “12/“11' positive aft

Tip pod c.g. location = Sp cos/\/Wp by, positive aft

Tip pod rotary inertia coupling term in my,, in 1b.-in;,
where Kp = Ip sin/Acos/\ = product of inertia of tip pod
with respect to the elastic axis and the normal to the
elastic axis at the tip

Component of velocity normal to the elastic axis, in mph
Flutter velocity in the free stream direction, in mph
Density of air, in 1b, per cubic inch N

Plutter frequency, in radlans per second

Frequency of the ith mode, in radians per second

Prequency, in cps
Structural damping coefficient of the ith mode

Subscripts (h), (e ), (hy), (p), and (r) on frequencies and strusturdl
damping coefficients refer respectively to first uncoupled cantilever
bending, first uncoupled cantilever torsion, translation, pitech, and roll

modes.

All other symbols are defined locally, or as in Ref. 5.

 WADC TR 83 -16 Part 2 vl

L .
I:.;! B i N L |
[N L i
i [
. IR

Mo

¥




This project was initiated in order to accumulate experimental data on the
effect of various tip pod mass parameters on the flutter characteristics of
wings with heavy tip pods, and to compare these data with the results of theo-
retical analyses for selected configurations. The results of this investigation
for straight, tapered wings are deslt with in Part 1 of this report. This, the

second  and final part, considers a tapered wing with quarter chord swept back
400,

A flutter model, aercelastically typical of modern high-speed fighter-type
aircraft, was designed, constructed, and tested in the wind tunnel, In order
to obtain an understanding of the fundamental interactions of the parameiers
under study in this program, air speeds were limited to the low Mach Number
range to avoid further complications due to compressibility effects. A sus-
pension system provided the desired rigid body modes and fuselage mass properties.
A complete summary of test results with fuselage and tip pod mass properties for
all configurations is found in Appendix III.

Generally, flutter was violent for the symmetric configurations. Although
large amplitude flutter was the rule in the antisymmeiric configurations, the
onset of flutter was more gradual, For most of the configurations, considerable
coupling between elastic and rigid body modes was present during fluster, with
the flutter frequency in many cases being below the frequency of the first
elastic normal mode.

The lowest values of Vy hr&ogg)cant for the symmeiric and cantilever con-
figurations tested were obtained with those cases which had effective c.g.
locations, %, near zero., The antisymmeiric cases showed decreasing stability
with increaszngly positive effective c.g. locations. It appears that configura-
tions with appreciably negative effective c.g.'s are more stable for both
symmetric . and antisymmetric root conditions than configurations with corre~

spondingly posltlve effective c.g.t's.

The tip pod c.g. location, p» as reflected in the locaticn of the inter=~
section point ‘of the first two coupled mode nodal lines, is a fundamental
parameter in the antisymmetric flutter wode of swept wings with heavy tip pods.
Test configurations were stable for interssection points forward of the wing
quarter chord, and were increasingly unstable for intersection points aft of
the quarter chord.

WADC TR 53 -16!, Pari




Computed results from analyses based on strip theory aerodynamics, with
one exception, gave good agreement with experimental results, whereas analyses
based on finite wing aerodynamics in general yielded appreciably unconservative
flutter speeds,

Tunnel testing technique proved satisfactory in all respects. Suspénsion
system, instrumentation, and flutter brake all performed well, allowing flutter
data to be obtained with minimum difficulty.

All phases of the work were performed at the Cornell Aeronautical ladbora-
tory, Inc., Buffalo, New York, The wind tunnel tests were performed in the
Iaboratory's 84 x 12 ft. Variable Density Tunnel during June 1953,
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INTRODUCTION

For the pasi several years, considerable interest has been shown in the
use of large wing tip pods as external fuel or armament stores and for anti-
icing equipment. One of the difficulties associated with the design of such
airplane configurations has been the lack of pertinent flutter data, which
together with the uncertainties in the theoretical analyses of such configura-

tions, indicated the need for an experimental investigation. Accordingly, the
present program was initiated,

Previous work on straight wings with concentrated weights located at
varying spanwise and chordwise positions is reviewed in Part 1 of this report.
Congiderable work has been done by Broadbent and others on the effects of rigid
body degrees of freedom on the flutter of swept wings., However, for swept wings
with concentrated weights, published work has been confined primarily to canti-
lever root conditions. Ref. l-considers the effect of variation of spanwise
location of a concentrated weight, both at the elastic axis and at the leading
edge of a uniform wing. Ref. 2 assesses the effect of variations in the local
rigidity of the swept wings near their root on cantilever configurations similar
to those of Ref, 1. Ref. 3 investigates a high aspect ratio, non-uniform swept=-
back wing, with two concentrated weights located at two fixed stations along the
span, The flutter analyses of Ref. 3, based on the first uncoupled cantilever
bending and torsion modes, resulted in good correlation of theory and experiment,
None of the above references considered wings with tip pods, nor were the effects
of rigid body degrees of freedom investigated,

This project is part of a program to determine experimentally the effects
of large tip pods with varying mass paraweters on the flutter speed of straight
and sweptback wings. Part 1 of this report is concerned with the investigation
of a straight tapered wing with heavy tip pods. This, the second and final
part, deals with a tapered wing with the quarter chord sweptback 40°, with
particular reference to the symmetric and antisymmetric flutter modes. True

symmetric root conditions were obtained, with freedom in both rigid body trans-
lation and pitch.

The formal objectives of this program may be noted as:
1. 'Experimental investigation of the effects of variation of tip pod
mass parameters on the flutter spesd of a wing-fuselage conflguratlon

in cantilever, symmetric, and antisymmetric modes.

2, Comparison of the measured data with theory for selected configurations.




I, DESCRIPTION OF MODEL AND EQUIPMENT

The model tested under Part 2 of this program was a half-gpan, tapered
wing, with the quarter chord line swept back 40°, A large tip pod was
mounted at the wing tip. The model was mounted vertically in the Cornell
Aeronautical Laboratory 8% x 12 ft. Variable Density Wind Tunnel, the tunnel
ceiling acting as a reflection plane. Figs., 2 and 3 show the model as
mounted in the wind tunnel, :

The model semi-span measured 60 in, from the model suspension roll axis
to the tip pod centerline. . The theoretical root chord nbrmal to the elastic
axis at the roll axis was 28 in. and the theoretical tip chord normal to the
elagtic axis at the tip pod centerline was 14 in., which resulted in a taper
ratio of 0.5, and an aspect ratio of 5.2 based on the exposed wing area., The
airfoil contour was. the NACA Series "00l0" over the entire span. The model
plan form is shown in Fig. 4.

Model construction was identieal in all respects to the model described
in Part 1 of this report, except for details involving sweep. These included
the wing root fitting for attachment of the wing to the suspension system, and
the tip fitting for attachment of the tip pod to the wing tip. The balsa
blocks, which provided airfoil contour, were bonded to the dural chord sheet
normal to the spar, which was located along the 40% chord line. Tip pods
differsd from those used in Part 1 of this program only in length, this
variation belng provided by cylindrical extensions at the nose and tail,

VWing mass and tip pod inertial properties of the various test configurations

are summarized in Tables 1 and 2 to 4, respectively. Tip pod plan forms are
summarized in Table 5.

ADJUSTABLE  WEIGHT
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Fig. 3 TUNNEL INSTALLATION OF COMPLETE
MODEL LOOKING DOWNSTREAM
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF WING MASS PROPERTIES

Station for
Congentrated
Load Woax Sadx IxAx
Inches From
Roll Axis
Along Elastie
Axig 1b. 1b.-1in. 1b.-in,2
20.00 . 9.56 10,13 396.3
35.00 6,41 6.97 215.2
50,00 L.34 3.89 104,7
65.00 3.31 5.19 45,0

UNCLASSIFIED
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TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF TIP POD AND FUSELAGE MASS PROPERTIES - SYMMETRIC CASES

SUMMARY OF TIP POD MASS PROPERTIES ~ CANTILEVER CASES

Wp Sp Ip
CASE 1b. 1b.-in. 1b.-1n,2
3 42.7 - b5 23040
b 51.2 =423 39520
La 61.0 412 46160
10 33.2 ~320 15050
13 38.9 ~135 18770

HNCLASSIFIED

W S I Wy SP Ip
CASE 1b, 1b,-in. 1b.-in.? 1b. 1b,~in, 1b.-in,?2
3 k2.7 . 4,5 23040 157.1 + 22.0 88760
4 | 5L.2 - 423 | 39520 157.1 + 22.0 88760
ha 61;0 - 412 46160 157.1 + 22,0 88760
12 3.9 - 214 17240 157.1 + 22.0 88760
22 | 36.3 | - 767 31610 157.1 | + 22.0 88760
224 50.3 ~1257 48690 157.1 + 22,0 88760
4 33. 52.6 + 416 19820 157.1 + 22,0 88760
33A 52.6 + 416 19820 155.7 -1287 88660
33B Same as 33A - Pitch Locked 155.7 - -
33C | Same as 33A - Translation Locked - - 88660
100 24,2 | - 267 10500 157.1. | + 22.0 88760
TABLE 3




TABLE &4

SUMMARY OF TIP POD AND FUSELAGE MASS PROPERTIES - ANTISYMMETRIC CASES

CASE fg. ‘1*9.5?3. | rn.i?n.z i’nj.’ﬁa.z
42,7 - .5 23040 ' 33130
b 51.2 =423 39520 33130
10 33.2 -326 15050 | 33130
13 38.9 | -135 18770 33130
15 46,5 +166 21890 33130
154 46.5 +166 21890 - 57200
 15B 46,5 +166 21890 17130
18 41,2 468 12040 33130
18-1 41,2 468 | 12040 17130
18-2 41,2 468 12040 41470
19 41,2 -282 8350 - 33130
194 55.6 +52 15010 33130
22 36.3 ~767 31610 33130
28 55.6 ~133 18700 41470
28-1 55.6 =133 18700 ' 33130
30 51,0 -635 14690 57200
31 21.8 -180 7530 33130

WADC TR 53 -161
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TABILE 5

SUMMARY OF TIP POD PLAN FORMS

ELASTIC AXIS

A AN
N\
8 F -
L i
-
DIMENSION %, A, 22, 22A ALL OTHERS
A 34.9 34.9
B 46,2 46,2
D 7.5 7.5
E - 8.6 5.6
P 16.0 . 16.0
K 8.25 8.25
L 70.8 67.8
All dimensions in inches,
O

WADC TR 53 -161,
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Fig. 5 SUSPENSION SYSTEM SHOWING PITCH
PLATE AND WEIGHT IN FURTHEST AFT POSITION




The wind tunnel model suspension differed from that used in Part 1 of
this program in the addition of extension plates to the suspension head
assembly, as shown in Fig, 5, and schematically in Fig. 1, p. 1. These plates
could be extended either fore or aft of the suspension head assembly, By
attaching weights to these extension plates at’ varying distances from the
pitch axis, a larger variation in fuselage static unbalance could be achieved
than for the straight wing tests. Also, the Houdaille damper previously
incorporated in the suspension was removed. The effective fuselage mass
properties for the various configurations are summarized in Tables 2 to 4,
pp. 6 and 7,

The flutter brake was identical to that used in the flutter tests of
Part 1 of this program. Model instrumentation was likewise identical, except
for the use of Consolidated instead of Martin type accelerometers.

A complete sumnary of test results, together with tip pod and fuselage
mass properties for all configurations, is found in Appendix III.

II. PRELIMINARY TESTS

Preliminary tests were of three types: statié tests of the model to check
the theoretical flexural and torsional stiffness distributions, dynamic tests of
the model to determine the coupled mode frequencies and coupled mode nodal lines,
and accelerometer and displacement pickup calibration tests.,

A, Static Tests

Static tests, which were made with the wing model cantilevered at the
root, 1ndlcated that the theoretical flexural and torsional stiffness distri-
butions were satisfactory as shown by a comparison of experimental and computed
normalized deflection curves. However, it was found that, to obtain good corre-
lation of experimental and computed coupled mode frequencies, small adjustments
in the magnitudes of the rigidities were required. Inasmuch as no attempt was
made to duplicate the stiffness properties of an actual wing, this procedure
was deemed satisfactory. The flexural and torsional rigidities, as used in
the vibration and flutter analyses, are shown in Figs. 6 and 7, and normalized
deflection curves resulting from these rigidities are compared with static
test results in Figs, 8 and 9.
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B. Vibration Tesgts

; Coupled mods fregquencies and nodal lines were obtained for all con-
figurations but one (case 15 antisymmetric). The model was excited manually
in the proper wode and nodes as observed visually on the wing and on the tip pod
wore recorded., The model vibration was then allowed to damp out and an oscillo=
graph recording wmade of the various displacement plckup and acceleromster dis-
placement data. The results of these tests are shown in Figs. 10 to 41,

It should be noted that nodal lines obtained on the tip pod of a swept
wing are generally isolated nodal lines, and not necessarily continucus with
nodel lines on the wing itself. Whereas a point on a wing coupled mode nodal
line is completely defined by the bending and torsional deflection of the elastic
axis at that station, tip pod nodal lines are determined by the tip bending slope
as well as the tip bending and torsional deflections. In Figs, 10 %o 41, nodal
lines on the tip pod are shown as isolated points on the tip pod centerline, unless
tbe wing nodal line passes directly through the wing fip.

During preliminary vibration tests, an attempi was made to obtain canti-
lever uncoupled mode freguencies in the manner described in Part 1 of this
report. The regults were not satisfactory, in that this method did not introduce
proper restraint of the tip bending slope, and consequently did not eliminate
the rotary inertia coupling of the system.

C. Calibration Tests

Fuselage displacement pickups were calibrated in orthodox fashion. A
different type of accelerometer calibration was used than in Part 1, in that
the accelerometers were calibrated together with their associated channels,
rather than independently. Both dynawic calibration, using a vibrating beam

at various frequencles, and the usual 2g static acceleration difference calibra-
tions were made.

III. TUNNEL TESTS

All flutter tests were run in the Cormnsll Asronautical Laboratory
8% x 12 ft. Variable Density Wind Tunnel under ambient atmospheric conditions
which approximate gtandard sea level density. The maximum sir speed to which
any of the tests was carried was approximately 275 mph.
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Testing technique was similar to that used during the tests of Part 1 of
this program. ZExcitation of the model in all configurations was achieved
manually by means of a string attached to the front flutter brake pylon on the
tip pod. Fig. 42 shows a typical flutter record.

Tables 6, 7, and.8 give a summary of flutter test data. The values of
VN/bru> listed here are based on a reference semi-chord normal to the elastic
axis at the three-quarter span, and the component of the free stream velocity
normal to the elastic axis,

IV. VIBRATION ANALYSES

During the vibration analyses of Part 1 of this program, it was found that
for straight wings with heavy tip pods, the first uncoupled cantilever bending
and torsion mode shapes varied only slightly with changing tip pod mass parame-
ters. Purthermore, uncoupled modes higher than the first bending and torsion
modes were found to have negligible effect in either the vibration or flutter
analyses because of the high frequencies associated with such modes. Analyses
for the swept wing configurations showed that a similar trend could be expected,
In view of this, all vibration and flutter analyses of the swept wing model
were made incorporating only the first uncoupled cantilever bending and torsion
modes together with the appropriate rigid body degrees of freedom,

Cases 3 and 4, for which positive flutter points were obtained with canti-
lever, symmetric, and antisymmetric root conditions and which had considerable
variation in tip pod mass properties, were chosen for vibration and flutter
analyses. Case 3 was used as a basic configuration. Using the flexural and
torsional rigidity distributions of Figs. 6 and 7, pp. 11 and 12, the uncoupled
cantilever bending and the uncoupled cantilever torsion frequencies and mode
shapes were computed by standard methods, The resulting normalized mode shapes
are shown in Figs. 43 and 44,

The vibration analyses indicated that the wing mass effects were small
compared to those of the tip pod. In consequence of this and the assumption
of constant mode shapes, it was possidle, with only small errors, to simplify
the computation of first uncoupled cantilever bending and torsion frequencies
for the various configurations by replacing the wing with a weightless spring
and a constant equivalent effective mass at the tip which was combined with the
various tip' pod mass parameters,

4
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SUMMARY OF FLUTTER TEST DATA - CANTILEVER CASES

. Ver Dcr
CASE mph cps VN/bpw = VcpcosA/brw
3 124 2.3 7
b 89 1.9 12
ha 90 | 1.7 13
10 130 3.0 11
13 124 2.5 12
TABLE 7
SUMMARY OF FLUTTER TEST DATA - SYMMETRIC CASES
Ver Der
CASE mph cps Vy/brw = Vorcos/\/bro
3 150 2.4 16
L 138 1.9 18
27\ 139 1.8 19
12 120 2.8 11
22 160 2,2 18
22A Ne flutter to 257 mph
33 No flutter to 155 mph
33A 165 3.2 13
33B 175 2.6 17
336 151.5 2.0 19
100 230 3.7 16
UNCLASSIFIED

WADC TR 53 -161, Part 2




TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF FLUTTER TEST DATA -~ ANTISYMMETRIC CASES

CASE i;i i;ls' Vy/bred = Vopcoa/\/bpwo
3 124 1.8 17
b 174 1.7 26
i0 Ko flutter to 238 mph
i3 147 2.1 18
15 108 1.7 16
154 119 1.6 19
158 107 1.7 16
18 No flutter to 271 mph

18=1 No flutter to 221 wph
182 No flutter %o 242 wph
19 No flutier to 229 mph
194 132 1.8 18
22 No flutter %o 262 mph
28 w7 1.8 21
28-1 137 1.9 18
30 No flutter to 265 mph

31 243 5.0 12
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The first uncoupled cantilever torsion and bending modes and the appropriate
rigid body modes were used as geuncralized coordinates and coupled in the usual
fashion to compute normal modes for cases 3 and 4 in the cantilever, symmetric,
and antisymmetric configurstions. The frequencies and nodal lines thus computed
are shown on the zupropriate figurcs in Section II, where they may be compared
to experimental results,

V. FLUTTER ANALYSES

Analyses based on two dimensional aerodynamic coefficients, and analyses
based on finite wing theory were made of cases 3 and 4 symmetric, antisymwetric,
and cantilever. In all cases, the velocity component method of analysis of
Ref. 4 was used, TFigure 45 shows the wing plan form on which the analyses
were based, as well as the coordinate system used.

In the finite wing analyses, a reflection plane was assumed at the wing
root normal to the elastic axis, rather than in the free stream direction as
was actually the cage with the tunnel ceiling. This allowed the finite wing theory
of Part 1 of this program to be used directly in velocity component analyses.

Por the purposes of computing static circulation ratios for aspect ratio
corrections, the wing tip was assumed to extend to the intersection of the wing
clastic axis and the outer edge of the tip pod (see A, Fig. 45). However, in
the finite wing analyses, in the computation of aerodynamic forces and moments,
the wing was assumed to extend only to the center line of the tip pod (B, Fig. 45).
Analyses were also made using the same static circulation ratios, but with the
aerodynamic forces and moments based on a wing extending only to the inner edge
of the tip pod (C, Fig. 45).

As customary, only spanwise flow corrections to the aerodynamic forces due
to bending deflections were applied to the analysis, spanwise flow corrections
due to torsional -deflections being neglected.

Tip pod aerodynamicg derived from slender body theory for the portion of
the tip pod forward of the wing leading edge were included in all analyses.
In the derivation, circulation and shed vorticity effects were neglected, as was
the case in'the tip pod aerodynamics used in the analyses of Part 1 of this
"program,

The analyses of the cantilever cases were based on the first uncoupled
cantilever bending and torsion modes. The analyses of the symmetric cases

WADC TR 53 -16l
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FIG. 45
WING PLAN PORMS CONSIDERED 1IN FIUTTER ANALYSES
(A) Wing tip assumed in computing static circulation ratios for aspect

ratio corrections.

(B) Wing tip assumed for two dimensional and scume finite wing analyses,
(C) Wing tip assumed for remaining finite wing analyses.
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incorporated the above cantilever modes plus rigid body translation and rigid
body pitch modes. The antisymmetric analyses included the rigid body roll mode
in addition to the uncoupled cantilever modes.

The structural damping coefficients used in the analyses were as follows:
0.01 in the first bending mode, 0.0l in the first torsion mode (except for
case 3 symmetric, in which 0,015 was used), 0.1 in the pitch mode, 0,25 in the
translation mode, and 0,05 in the roll wode. These coefficients correspond
closely to experimental values.

The results of these analyses are shown in Figs. 46 to 51 and in Table 9.
Formulae for the aerodynamic and mechanical terms used 1n the analyses are given
in Appendix I,

It should be noted that, in-addition to inherent differences between
flutter analyses of straight and swept wings, the analyses of Parts 1 and 2 of
this report differ in several other respects. In Part 2, to avoid the complexities
arising from the geometric coupling due to sweep, the uncoupled elastic modes
used in all analyses were uncoupled cantilever modes. In Part 1, the uncoupled
elastic modes used in the analysis of each configuration included its appropriate
root freedoms. 1In addition, the following differences are noted:

Flutter Analyses - Two Dimensional Aerodynamic Coefficients

Part 1 Part 2
Wing tip assumed at Wing tip assumed at
outer edge of tip intergsection of tip
pod pod ¢ and e.a.
Tip pod aerodynamics Tip pod asrodynamics
not included included

Flutter Analyses - Finite Wing Aerodynamic Coefficients

Part 1 Part 2
Wing tip assumed at Wing tip assumed at
inner edge of tip pod intersection of tip pod

¢ and e.a. In some
analyses, where so noted,
wing tip assumed at inter~
gsection of inner edge of
tip pod and e.a.

Tip pod aerodynamics Tip pod aerodynawmics
included included

WADC TR 53 -161,
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Thus in Part 2 the two dimensional and finite span analyses were made to differ.
only in the values of F + JG used in the merodynamic coefficlients in order that
comparison of the relative validity of the two methods of analysis might be made.
on an equitable basis,

VI. DISCUSSION AND RESULTS

A. Model, Suspension System, and Instrumentation

The wind tunnel model, suspension system, and flutter brake were all -
completely satisfactory. Accurate flutter data was obtained relatively quickly,
and with no damage to the model. As all the above components were similar to
items used in Part 1 of this program, this was to be expected.

Instrumentation performance was satisfactory as reflected in a com=~
parison of coupled mode nodal lines obtained visually with those reduced from
accelerometer data, It is felt that this is primarily due to the use of the
Consolidated accelerometers. Although somewhat heavier than the Martin type
which were used for the straight wing tests, the Consolidated accelerometers
appear to supply more accurate displacement data at the very low frequencies
involved in these tasts.

B. Vibration Tests

The coupled mode nodal lines for the cantilever configurations were
simllar to those encountered with the straight wing. With the addition of rigid.
body modes, however, this similarity vanished, Whereas the nodal lines for the
antigymmetric configurations resemble somewhat those for the straight wing, the
associated frequencies are in reverse order. It is of interest to note that even
with the wide variation of tip pod and fuselage mass properties encountered in
the antisymmetric test cases, none resulted in coupled mode frequencies ordered
with the nodal lines as in the straight wing. With the exception of Case 100,
the symmetric cases exhibited bending outboard with pitch inboard in one coupled
mode, and torsion outboard with translation inboard in the other mode. Case 100
with the smallest tip pod weight and pitch moment of inertia of any of the
symunetric cases, resulted in coupled mode nodal lines more nearly like those
found in the symmetric cases for the straight wing.

The differences in the dynamic behavior between the straight and swept
wings with tip pods are obviously attributable to the more involved interaction.
as a result of sweep, between the rigid body modes themselves and between the
rigid body modes and the elastic modes. This, and the presence of large rotary
inertia mass couplings, makes it consideradbly more difficult to foresee the
effects of varying tip pod mass properties for the ¢ .se of swept wings,

WADC TR 53 =161, Parvt 2
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C. Plutter Tests

Plutter test results are summarized in Tables 6 to 8, pp. 50 and 51,
The various tip pod configurations were chosen primerily to afford a wide varia-

tion of the parameters Mg and Yp. In addition, some tests were made in which
fuselage inertial parsmeters were varied.

Except for Cases 12, 334, and 100, the symmetric configurationg fluttered
violently with considerable coupling hetween the first torsion and rigid body
modes, and with flutter frequencies at or below the first coupled mode frequencies,
Cases 12 and 100, which had the lowest tip pod weights and pitch moménts of inertia,
exhibited primarily bending-torsion coupling during flutter. From visual cohserva-

tion during the tests of Case 33A, all four degrees of freedom were present, and
of importance in the flutter mode.

The antisymmetric configurations generally showed a gradual build up of
amplitude as the flutter speed was reached, only two cases exhibiting violent,
highly divergent flutter. These were Cases 4 antisymmetric and 31 antisymmetric,
both .of which fluttered at relatively high speeds. All antisymmetric configura-
tions except 31 appeared to flutter with primarily torsion-roll coupling, with
flutter frequencies at or below the first coupled mode frequency. Case 31, with
the lowest tip pod weight and pitch woment of inertia, fluttered in a primarily
bending-torsion mode with the flutter frequency between the two coupled mode
frequencies, and in these respects was the only case comparable to the straight
wing antisymmetric configurations.

It was observed during the flutter tests of cases involving rigid body
degrees of freedom that the effect of the rigid body modes on the elastic modes
changed significantly with airspeed, as evidenced by the ghiff in nodal line
locations during model excitations, )

Two of the five cantilever configurations exhibited violent flutter. In
particular, for case 13 cantilever, the transition from stable motion to violent
highly divergent flutter occurred within a 2 mph increase in tunnel speed.

For those configurations tested with both symmetric and cantilever root
conditions, the sywmetric cases flutbered at higher ngbr(uag)cant. ‘Furthermore.
it is to be noted that for these configurations, the percentage increase in
Yﬂfhr(“%;)cant in going from cantilever to symmeiric root conditions became
larger with increasing tip pod weight and pitch woment of inertia. Cases 33B
symmetric and 33C sywmetric, identical to 33A symmetric except with, respectively,
rigid body pitch and rigid body translation locked out, show that the individual
rigid body degrees of freedom produce wide variations in the flutter mode and in
anbru; at flutter, although the waximum change in flutter speed of thede two
cases from Case 334 symmetric was only ‘of the order of 10%.

Figures 52 and 53, showing plots of ?ﬁfhr(ua;)caat;VS. the "effective

c.g. location", M g, appear to indicate stability boundaries for the test cases.
These boundaries represent the lower limits of ?ﬁfﬁy(a§%}ﬁaﬂg at which flutter

WADC TR 53 -6l
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was obtained over the range of Y| g tested. [£d the symmetric and cantllever
cases a critical flutter region exists at values of M g close to zero, in that
the stability boundary of Fig. 52 is at a minimum. As the most stable anti-
symmetric configurations were those with forward effective c.g. locations, it
appears that configurations with appreciably negative Y] g will be more stable

in both symmetric and antisymmetric modes. Such negative effective c.g. con-
figurations can only be obtained with tip pods sufficiently nose heavy to
decisively override the rotary inertia coupling. It should be observed that
there is a waximum distance along the tip pod forward of the elastic axis at
which the actual tip pod c.g. can be placed to achleve this purpose. Forward of
this point, the increase in the rotary inertia coupling will more than offset
the additional mass static unbalance coupling. However, for normal configura-
tions, this distance is sufficiently large so that the achievement of effectively
nose heavy configurations presents no difficulty. For the symmetric and canti-
lever cases, the data appear to follow the conclusions of Blot and Arnold in
Ref. 6 relative to the association of minimum flutter speeds with the proximity
of a normal mode nodal line to the 75% chord position,

In general, flutter was not obtained for antisymmetric cases with forward
effective c.g. locations. DLarge variations in fuselage roll inertia did not appear
to affect this result, as demonstrated by Cases 18-1 and 18-2,which were identical
to Case 18 except for decreased and increased fuselage roll inertia respectively.
For Cases 15, 15A, and 15B, and Cases 28 and 28-1, all with aft effective c.g.
locations, increasing fuselage roll inertia resulted in increased flutter speeds,

For configurations of the type tested, the stability boundaries of Figs. 52
and 53 indicate that for those configurations with negative or slightly positive
B the lowest critical flutter speed will be in the sywmmetric mode, and for those
configurations with appreciably positive Y] g, the lowest critical flutter speed
will be in the antisymmetric mode.

In contrast to the straight wing, it was found that for the antisymmetric
cases tested, flutter was not obtained when the first and second coupled mode
nodal lines intersected forward of the quarter chord. In those cases where the
point of intersection fell on or aft of the quarter chord, flutter was obtained.
Furthermore, the flutter speed was lower the further aft the point of intersection,
as is shown in Fig. 54. This suggests that for antisymmetric root conditions,
the actual tip pod c.g. location is a more important flutter parameter than the
effective c.g. location, as it can be shown (see Appendix II) that, for wings
with heavy tip pods, the location of the coupled mode nodal line intersection
point is simply related to-the actual tip pod c.g. location. Thus the similarity
in trends shown by the curves of Tig. 54 is to be expected. This dependence of
stability on the location of the actual tip pod c.g. and the importance of the
quarter chord as a reference point, is analogous to results obtained from analyses
of straight wing configurations based on rigid body translation vs. rigid body
pitch vs. one fundamental symmetric elastic mode. Thus it is of interest to note
that the flutter loops derived from the analyses of the antisymmetric configura-
tions (Figs. 50 and 51, pp. 61 and 62) resemble tho: obtained from analyses for
such gymmetric configurations of straight wings.

WADC TR 53 -16l, Part 2
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D. Flutter Analyses

For the most part, the flutter analyses confirmed the trends of the
experimental results. Referring to Table 9, p. 63, it can be seen that, with
the exception of Case 4 antisymmetric, the analyses based on two dimensional
aerodynamics resulted in good correlation with the experimental data; the
analyses based on finite wing aerodynamics, except for Case 3 cantilever,
yielded appreciably unconservative flutter speeds,

Sources of errors in the analyses, other than those inherent in the
non-stationary aerodynamics of swept wings and the assuwmptions on which the tip
pod aerodynamics were based, are: 1inaccuraclies in the mass and stiffness data,
the assumption of Case 3 cantilever mode shapes for Case 4 analyses, and the
manner in which the reflection plane at the wing root was assumed for the finite
wing analyses, In view of the steepness of the curves of Fig. 54, it appears that
small errors in the tip pod mass data and the wing stiffness data as reflected in
nodal line location, can have considerable effect on the results of the anti-
symmetric mode flutter analyses. It is felt that the use of the Case 3 cantilever
mode shapes in Case 4 analyses resulted in relatively small errors in the computed
results, The orientation assumed for the reflection plane at the wing root may
have introduced significant errors in the analyses based on finite wing aero-
dynamics. It would be of interest to compare the data with the results of
flutter analyses incorporating finite wing aerodynamics based on a reflection
plane parallel to the free stream direction. Because of the high VN/erJ at -
flutter, particularly for Case 4 antigymmetric, pseudo-static aerodynamic
coefficients would probably approximate the actual oscillatory aerodynamics in
a more satisfactory manner. These pseudo-static coefficients could be computed N
by standard wmethods incorporating the proper orientation of the reflection plane.
The better representation of the aerocdynamics at high VN/bruJ's given by such
coefficients should result in more accurate flutter snalyses.,

An interesting feature of the analyses of the symmetric cases is that
at frequency ratios larger than approximately 0,6, VN/br(U%x)cant is essentially
constant and independent of cantilever frequency ratio. The analyses for these
cases show that, at the values of Vy/bpw for which this condition occurs, the
effect of the rigid body modes on the elastic modes is to weaken the effective
coupling between the elastic modes to such an extent that for (Wy /W, )eant
greater than. approximately 0.6, the solutions are unaffected by the flrst
cantilever bending mode. The analyses indicate, therefore, that for these
frequency ratios, the flutter mode would essentially consist of the first
uncoupled cantilever torsion vs. rigid body translation vs. rigid body pitch
modes., The value of (u>h/uJ )cant for Case 4 was 0.67, and visual observations
during the flutter tests confirmed that the flutter wode was predominantly of
this nature. However, it is not clear from these two analyses whether this
condition would be obtained for other swept-wing-with-tip-pod configurations,
It should be noted that in the analyses, the approach of VN/b.(w, Jeant %0 &
constant value coincides with an approach to an apparent damped resonance in
the rigid body pitch degree of freedom assumed for thz analysis. For wings
with normal sweep angles, this apparent resonance wi L always occur at some
value of VN/brw .

?3 -I6I Part 2 70
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Even though the translation and pitch springs, incorporated in the
model suspension system to center the model in the tunnel, were purposely
kept soft, the symmetric cases analyzed showed some gsensitivity to rigid
body pitch frequency, although damping in the pitch mode of the order of
magnitude encountered in the tests had relatively small effect. The rigid
body translation frequency and damping had negligible effects, as the fre-
quency was only O.4 that of the rigid body pitch frequency.

In the process of performing the flutter analyses, an arithmetic error
was made and subsequently corrected in the tip pod aerodynamic coefficients
affecting several terms in the flutter determinant, The maximum change in, any
aerodynamic term in the flutter determinant was of the order of 10%. (in Alg),
yet significant changes in the shapes of the flutter loops of the symmetric
cases resulted, particularly for the Case 3 symmetric finite wing analysis, in
which a loop similar to those resulting from the cantilever analyses all but
disappeared in the corrected results. Investigation of the reason for these ,
results indicates that the predominant effect is the small decrease in the bending-
torsion coupling term which markedly aggravates the decoupling effect of the rigid
body modes. This suggests that the flutter characteristics of the symmetric con-
figurations are sensitive %o relatively small changes in the bending-torsion
coupling terw and indicates the importance of incorporating accurate tip pod
aerodynamics and -accurate values of tip bending slope in the analyses, it
should be noted that this is particularly true for those nose-heavy tip pod
configurations with rotary inertia and mass unbalance couplings of comparable
orders of magnitude, i.e,, W}p near zero,

The Vy/bp(W, )eant vs. (W /Wy )cant curves for the antisymmetric cases,
shown in Figs, 50 and 51, pp. 61 and 62, bear no resemblance to the ususl type
of flutter loop. However, as previously noted, there is some similarity to low
frequency dynamic instability curves. Although the computed flutter speeds for
these cases are uﬁccnservatives they are consistent with the vibration analyses
in that, even though good agreement of computed with experimental coupled mode
nodal lines was obtained, the computed nodal line intersection points for both
Cases 3 and 4 antisymmetric were slightly forward of the experimental points
of intersection (see Figs, 28 and 29, Po 34 and 35), On the basis of Fig. 54,
p. 69, it is therefore to be expected that the analyses would predict greater
stability than these configurations exhibited during the flutter tests. It is
difficult to say, without additional analysis, whether the poor correlation
with test data obtained from the analysis of Case 4 antisymmetric using two
dimensional aerodynamic coefficients is primarily due to the above effect, or
to inaccurate aerodynamic data as noted previously,

The effect of the roll spring was destabilizing in the analyses of the
antisymmetric cases, in that increased roll frequency reduced the flutter speed

although damping in roll of the order of magnitude present during the tests had
negligible effect,




VII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It may be generally concluded that the objectives of thls program were
achieved.
properties was obtained, and theoretical comparisons with the experimental
data were made. From these data and the theoretical analyses, it may be
further concluded that:

1.

2,

3.

7o
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Congiderable flutter data covering a wide range of tip pod mass

As in the case of straight wings with large tip pods, fuselage
and tip pod mass parameters dominate wing mass parameters,

For the symmetric and cantilever configurations tested, those with

/7 E near zero resulted in the lowest values of VN/br(&}») ant* The
antisymmetric cases, in general, showed decreasing stabilgty with
increasingly positive values of 7g.

Configurations with appreciably negative values of g, obtainable

by the use of tip pods sufficiently nose-heavy to decisively override
the rotary inertla coupling, were more stable for both symmetric and
antisymmetric root conditions than configurations with correspondingly
positive wvalues.

The actual tip pod c.g. location, as reflected in the intersection
point of the first two coupled mode nodal lines, is a fundamental
parameter in the antisymmetric flutter mode of swept wings with
heavy tip pods. Test configurations were stable for intersection
points forward of the wing quarter chord, and were increasingly
unstable for intersection points aft of the quarter chord.

The sensitivity of the vibration and flutter analyses of nose-heavy
configurations to tip bending slope suggests that it might be possible

to reduce the large rotary inertia effects in the bending-torsion

mass coupling by small adjustments of the flexural rigidity distribution.

Computed results from analyses based on strip theory aerodynamics,
with one exception, gave good agreement with experimental results,
whereas analyses based on finite wing aerodynamics in general yielded
appreciably unconservative flutter speeds.

Tip pod aerodynamics are important in the flutter analyses of con-
figurations of the type tested. ZErrors of the order of magnitude of
the tip pod aerodynamics may produce large differences in computed
flutter characteristics,

i
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The important dynamic differences between the swept wing results

and the straight wing results of Part 1 of this report are: the
influence of the tip pod rotary inertia coupling effects on the
vibration and flutter characteristics of the swept wing; the
dissimilarities between the straight and swept wing symmetric and
antisymmetric coupled modes; the occurrsnce of flutter in the
cantilever and in the symmetric modes for swept wing configurations
with negative as well as positive 7g; and, in general, the non=-
occurrence of antisymmetric mode flutter for swept wing configurations
with negative g,

is recommended that:

Further investigations be made of the oscillatory aercodynamics of
swept-wing~tip-pod configurations, for use in flutter analyses.

Data be obtained for the flutter of swept wings with large tip pods
in the compressible flow region,

Flutter tests, similar to the present program, be made on swept wings
with heavy tip pods to further investigate the stability in the
gymmetric mode with respect to the effective c.g. location. It is
believed that the maximum information would resuli if such tests
were made on groups of configurations, each with constant cantilever
frequsncy ratio and fixed tip pod pitch moment of inertia.

Further analytical flutter investigations be wmade using the experi-

mental data of this report and incorporating finite wing pseudo-siatic
aerodynamic coefficients,
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APPENDIX I
DETAILS OF ANALYSES

A. Flutter Analysis For Symmetric Cases

The dynamic equations of motion for first cantilever wing bending vs
first cantilever wing torsion vs airplane rigid body translation vs airplane
rigid body piteh flutter are

p "
€y Ea En €y H. /b,
(a)
Eop Ea €y Gy Hey - o
re) -
‘é:!! E:?z x3 5.;¢ HT / br
b fu By Eg| | HPV
where

En s m,,ﬂ— (’f’;ﬁ)eﬂ"jgb)] * Ay

Eg=m, + A,
Ei3= Mg+ Ais

Erg= Myt A g

Egy =My *+ Ay

Erz =My [/"(%E):(I*J‘?a,)]*"#u-

Epg=my; +4,;

o9 = Maq '*“'424

Es1 = my+ Ay
Esp =my,+43,
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2
Eyg® m”[l- (:;—h‘} [’*J?;,o)-/‘* AJJ

E_"-}m.w + AJ4
Eqpvmg) + Ay
Eqzm Mgy t Agy

Egz=Mas +Agg
. om ~fw, )2 .
Fae m“[ ’ ( ‘o‘uﬁ/ (””hpy * Age
Aij =(A‘.J' v T [A"./)s *(Al'./)r 2l = 10,8,5 4,

f4,j) , (A;s)s , end(Aij), are the non-dimensionalized
aerodynamic terms due to the velocity component normal to the elastic axis,

the velocity component parallel to the elastic axis, and the tip pod re-
spectively., These are defined on pp. 80 to 83,

m(j are the non-dimensionalized effective mass terms of the wing,
fuselage s tip pod combination and are defined on pp. 78 and 79.

The generalized coordinates m/b,., (¢)Hr.)/ bp andH(’/ b represent
the non-dimensional tip amplitudes in firast oantilever bending, first can-

tilever torsion, rigid body translation, and rigid body pitch to which the
mode shapes have been normalized.
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B. Fluttér Anglysis For Cantilever Cases

The dynamic equations of motion for first cantilever wing bending
vs first cantilever wing torsion flutter are

‘ (1)
£, E2 Hr/éf‘ ’
@ | =©
Eor  Eae _ Hr ‘

where E:"j: f;j‘- {, 2, are defined as on p. 75.

C. Flutter Analysis For Anti-Symmetric Cases

The dynamic equations of motion for first cantilever wing bending
vs first cantllever wing torsion vs airplane rigid body roll flutter are

T L,m
E;,g EJ‘ £ 7 Hr / b,. 0
@) =
Esé‘ £ &6 567 H r

(M,
_F?J ‘574 E?? _Hf/br'

where
o 2
Egs = ”";:/"(—‘-}) (f""ffﬁ)jv‘ Ass
Ege = My + Agg
Eé-? = Mgy '!":45?

Ees = mg; + Ag,

. |
Eee = mss/"‘/—i%g)‘ ({+Jgd)/+A“
Egr= mg, + A,
Egs = Map + Aps

Eqge = Mg + Ay
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A‘J N (AU)N * (AUJS * (Al'j)r ) 4J = 5,6,7

(A,_'/)N , (A,'/)s , and(ﬂ"/)r are defined on pp. 84 and 85,
'"4'_; are defined on p, 79.

N ;ﬂ/ b , is the non-dimensional tip amplitude in rigid bod'y roll.

D. Definitions of Mechanlcal Terms

For coordinate system used, see Fig. 45, p. 55.

(l)
m, __L?—/Wr -2s, H"’ .scn/lfl/ﬁ/am’/l* W[/) d/
Myy=m,, -;;lm—[sr cos A-I,/;,C sin/ cos/z+ .S'a,[l,"’ ’70’]
r T
mJ,- mul EJW[M-ST/Zg’:]SinA+flw[",”)] de
Lty o e s [l inn Lo [0 ] T 5) 5 s T
Ma1 = Mha ™ ,b'! Ism/I ["f]”ﬂ ]///;) ][]
m” .W[Ir COJ'A 1‘[ 1,[2(”] dX/
: V4
m,,-m,,-,;;—'m{:sr COSA'*[ Ja? [a"” d)(}
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=M, 27—53}- 5 Cﬁ!ﬂv‘_{‘ CG?A:‘/[SQ(F) cor/} f][ jdj
MJJ:W[WT*‘W; f WG’X}
/1
m“-m#-rﬂﬁ;;j[ A !smA /[WG) cor 5]5’4:;

. / 25, Irt1e
Mqq e bt ﬁ[w fsm/ﬂ*' (£sin A) L

/!/'W(.rjz 2¢otA o [)+ coriA /! 1]0’:/

mg‘ = m‘.’ - mie

/ 1) % tan /)
Mgz = Mas =W[m-5{%} ]s:nA-Z[w(;“l) s Y L d%

£
Me7 = Mye ,;;é;‘#_} Ir “5‘4’[[5&(%) 'E}EA fa_-][“”'j """j

M7 ﬂ,o;,f!/mf(f;s/l}’*w/‘pfngk _E_?_LA_ s“(:'{)'*
E%;‘ifa.]a’sz '
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E. Definitions of Aerodynamic Terms

. For coordinate system used, see Fig. 45, p. 55.
ke = 4 [ T3] (7] [+0]
Ak =f [ [£] [+« "] [t =(4+2)t Jar
hiaby =4 [/ 4 ] (57 ][er)
il =4 [* (5] [ “Ter] o +
e ()[4 T )fee(h ) r ]
(Azr) y "2/0- [',,‘,._/ [ [§-(4+2) ty ] ax
(Are)y =} /o" [%r /4[""7’ [-4(#t2)+ Ve -(;m)tam({ +a)?L, ] ax
asly =4 [/ L8] T =(4* o)ty ] ox '
{AZO)N = .'/’/fr/’[[x)aﬂf/ 1-(.!+0}L,,]a’x
#cot /1 ér)/ /;r] [a'"_’/[ ($+aMa(f+a)t, *(§+9)’L, Jdx

(Asr)y =}‘[ [Zr'] [/’(”_7[2/Ja’x
(As2),, =-’/![£p]‘7—a‘ﬂy[[ -(éu:/l;,]q’x
(A55)n I/,[b / [‘]d"
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(Asg)y =} [' [f‘}. / ‘[ 3/ L,E/a'x +cot / (f{)[ f’fjﬁ;{b 9ty ] dx
Aadn 4] L] )] axsest (') [ T T[4 ft-fir)ta]
(Agel =} li[fr ]7’@’ «I[Le “(f+2)L] ax

ot AGR)[ 1] T4 oMl d)bar(hes) Lo ]
(Aesly =5 [ ![ 5./ [H[tn] o= corf %c‘)j,'i s/ ’[f “(+9)th] @
ends =3 L8] [i] ()45 <o A(p ) [ T8, ][5t

reot A (4 ) [T [5G voin ] dx
et AR LT Pl ) el te e Ly ] 2

- st ()l () ]

(Ag)y = 0
(Aig)y =0

(A1) = ton A (35)(ez) [ "[.sé;]‘[ﬁ [eh] dx
‘ J v p
g 100 8(5) o) [ BT Il (9]

(Agz) # 0
(A13)$ = O
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[ [o ] A
(Astls . tan-/l(-f (b,.wf [—— [Wl’]["h] dx

(AS?.);' 0

(AJJ)J
__Jtan/'- %t,)(—b‘-/ﬁu)f ][‘h]dx
) ,,][(,({m, 104
m][l (1“ ,,jdx

'(AN): - tan 4

o

(Agi)s 'J”"A(%L) “’




Refer to p. 86 for La- and M

(Ay), = = b, 9’5” .sm.n[z - M, b,»(fr_}sm/t]
(Aig). = cos A [{_, ~ Ma, b,,( m) sm/t]
(Af’)r =0

{f}
(A1) = !sm [a' ~Me br( )3”’/1]
(1)
(A21), = = Ma, b,(‘%@.) 3inA cos A

(Ate), = Mo cos?A
(A2sz), =0

(A2e)y = Ma_ (;;) cot
(43))y =0

(Ase)p =0

(A33); =0

(Asq), =

(A,,,),.=-b,,("’)[¢ sin A+ Mg /—;"—)]

(,4“)?. - é“r cos /L + M“r/‘?t) cot A

L b T by
(Agah 25(n/ L"‘T*M“’T !s:‘nﬂ)]

? ‘ %

[
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(Ass), = (Auly |
(A“)/v = (AIZ}N

(Asqly =é /o'p[f;]zf(?{ hm][ﬂ,]dx
ton n () [ o] T o)ty ] o

(Assly = (Aa1)y

(Aee), = (Aze)

(erl =3 [ BT [5) =Tl G+ o]
—tan A ﬁ)f [2] [am]['z—[z+a)*Mer_'é'*°)‘a*(f*"/"»]”‘
oo =4 [ [] G317 ][10] 4
-t a () [B] [ Il 1]
Crel <f [ (L] [0 <]t (12 9) 1 ] 4
-tan/l(ﬁ){/;r]/ar(y 4 (40p Mae{3 # vt w o) Ly T
o =3 | 1] B [ofoc-t )] ] o] o
—tan A br)/’/f_]’[;][-’ “(3+a)L, s
#tan /1(/3)/ [b][_( ,a/m (ZN/L *ra)'L, [dx

Ui\




(Assls = (An)g
(Age)g = (A1g)g = 0
(Asr)s = (Asg)s
(Aes)s = (Aar)s
(Aes); = (Age)s =0
(As7)s = (Aezq), =0

(hr = 1o A (L) (] )7 ][] #
st A () L [ (] (Rl (h+ 9t ] o

(A76)g = 0 p , |
(Al =-ji’anﬂ[§-§-) -‘@—/ [—f;] [%-][Lh]a’x
+/ z‘an’A(b }/VN //fg_][--énﬁzh]dx

Refer to p. 86 for L,
(Ass)y = (A1)
(Asg), = (A12)r
(As7)r =0
(Ags)r = (Aaily
(Acsly = (Az2),
(AST)T =0
(A?J)?’ -—[.a'r bf- ( (f) sinA
CA?S)r' [a,r cos/\

(A 77)7- =0 Rl ,-xi gf*%i,%;, ,i
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F. DTip Pod Aerodynamic Effects

= ——T+ HT( «) cos/\~ ¢T(l) sin/\ = angle of attack of the tip pod

about an axis normal to the tip pod centerline at the elastic axis

L
Lam = =
T7 Tprlo2lap
My p = —eane
' ’:T/Jbr“’wzlap
where
(p)
OCP =
L = 1lift on the tip pod, in 1lb,
Me.a. = aerodynamic moment on the tip pod about

centerline at the elastic axis,

an axls normal to

in 1b.-in.

the tip pod

Congigui:%ion Loy Map
~0.0340(Vy /bpcw ) 0.1575 (Vyg/bpw )2
Case 3 -0.195 +0,691
-0,0791j (VN/'brw ) -0,0186(Vy/dpw )
=0.0340(Vyy/bpw )2 0.1691(Vy/bpw )?
Case 4 -0,248 +0,857
-0.0883§ (Vy/byw) -0.0186§(Vy/bpw )

WADC TR 53

P




APPENDIX II

ON ANTISYMMETRIC NODAL LINES

For wings with heavy tip pods the first two coupled antisymmetric
vibration modes may be determined quite accurately by considering only three
uncoupled degrees of freedom: rigid body roll, first uncoupled cantilever
bending, first uncoupled cantilever torsion.

It is noted in Section VI of the body of this report that the chord-
wilse location of the point of intersection of the two nodal lines, corresponding
to these two coupled modes for a particular configuration, bears some important
relationship to the critical flutter speed of that configuration. It is obvi-
ously of interest to determine what basic mechanical properties of the wing
are involved in locating this intersection point at its particular chordwise
position, It is shown in this Appendix that, to a first approximation, this
intersection point is primarily dependent on the location of the tip pod c.g.

The equation of motion for the roll degree of freedom is:

y (a) t'r) n
0 e o e S

br

af m (a: w (r}
R Y Ty [y R
[r, s mas

where, from Appendix I, p. 79,

ton/l i
Mg = n;,ob"f’ [W S[Hm]smﬂ-ﬁ [w/}..__?!._sj[?i)/afx
tan /. fﬂ
me= bz oo o e (- f[“ ]

Iy y4 3 21‘ A x‘anﬂ.
Mqq = n/eb’f W+ (fcos N)? /[W(f 7 S {f)+ ]]":‘%’
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and(w) € 0.09 <for the test cases. Thus, in first approximation,

m.,.‘_:== Sy cos /Nl

M5 W rbr
normal to the elastic axis,

= 77 = non-dimensional tip pod c.g. location measured

m71~/+ 19

Mys w.4* oS/
so thatm (¢) e
[”_/""?rbf‘[ +A[H, =0, (3)
Therefore '
yir_ - (’3-7,11 H .
r A | . (4)

At any spanwlse station, ¥ , along the elastic axis , the perpen-~
dicular distance from the elastic axis to the nodal line in either of the
two coupled modes is given by

1, Kt HY, 6

N = T fen A A
_ [ -A"x)] ﬁ’” 7y b h 700 HEY /5)
Tan/l /f”)»*[/\a: /x)_*ron/\. 7, bn b]H(a') .
The value of X, i.e. X = X, , for which ¥, (x0)=Y; (x,) » is the spanwise

location of. the intersection point of the two coupled mode nodal lines,

L"}‘é‘\"‘;»‘v; Py ool
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Thus
) el
/:kﬁw( -k o)] B p b W) Hw

Y, (xo) = 5, (x5)= =
f ‘“‘M H*’"’+[m (x,),a“"“" b_]H"‘”

)
_ - h’%}]ﬂ""*-p b Cxa) Hi
z‘c;ﬂ H'” [?\ cr"”(xc},tl‘%?é. 7, by H}_;z)

from which

fan/l 7, b, hm{, )[Hw H(o:) Hr(f}H(-]

[Acc (o) + 2222 b][m (Xo)-H" ][ﬁ;""’ HEL K i”ﬁ,‘;‘y

Therefore, }7f (xa)s:_}; (x,) when

D e p ey 7 fanﬂ(%h)h{r}("d ~ ()
[A = h ) [;«””(xo)*'?»r ton A (%))

and from equation (6), the spanwise location of the intersection point of the
two coupled mode nodal lines, X g » 1s determined. By inserting equation (6)
into equation (5), the chordwise location of the intersection point, in first
approximation, is found tc¢ be

r

y (XQ)=+ Aa,ff)(xa}*?r (-b?c !i-enﬂ i 2 ) (?)
or h ¥
r b
7 )= r (72) @

+ .
(]
Xol}+ r .
[ w, ,t?z::as-’—/t]a o) (4 ( tons
Thus there is a fundamental dependence of y (’x’a) on the tip pod c.g. location, 7?'-'
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TABLE 10

SUMMARY OF MODEL CONTIGURATIONS
AND EXPERIMENTAL DATA

v Sp Ip n |82 fVer |[Bor | v v
CASE lg. 1b.~in, | 1b.=in,2 No ng (8:)““ cps | cps ' mpg cps E% aN —
Cantilever Cases -
3 lue7] - w4.5] 23040 -0.093 | 0.589 0.52 1.4 | 2.9 126 V2.3 | w 11.5
L |s12] -u23 39520 -0.742 | 0.352 0,67 14 |22 ] 89119 [ 12 10.8
4a | 61,0 | « 112 146160 -0,606 | 0.430 0.67 1.3 (1.9 ] 90 | 1.7 | 13 12.1
10 | 33.2} - 320 15050 -0,866 | -0.262 0.54 1.8 (3.3 {130 3.0 | 11 9.8
13 38,9 | - 135 18770 ~0,312 0.349 0.51 1.5 | 3.0 | 124 | 2.5 12 10.4
Symmetric Cases: Wp = 157,1 lb., Sp = 422 lb.-in,, Ip = 88760 1b,.~1n,2
3 | 42,7 - w4.5| 23040 -0,093 | 0.589 0.52 2.4 3.0 |150 | 2.4 | 16 13.9
4 | 51,21 - 423 39520 =0,742 0.352 0,67 2.2 | 2.4 | 138 | 1.9 18 16,7
4A | 61.0 | - 412 L6160 -0.606 | 0.430 0.67 2,0 [2.3 [139 | 1.8 ]| 19 18,6
12 | 34.9 | - 204 17240 -0,551 0.146 0.53 2,5 | 3.1 120 | 2.8 11 9.6
22 | 36.3 | - 767 31610 -1.898 | -1.212 0.88 2,3 | 3.1 (160 | 2,2 1 18 18.0
224 | 50.3 | <1257 L8690 2,245 | -1,932 1.00 1.8 | 3.0 Above 257 wph >34.6
33 52,6 | + 416 19820 40,710 0.902 0.40 2.3 | 3.7 Above 155 mph >13.3
100 24,2 | - 267 10500 -0,991 | ~-0.436 0,53 2.8 | 4.0 | 230 l 3.7 [ 16 .4
Symmetric Case: Wp = 155.7 1b., Sp = -1287 1b,-in., Ip = 88660 1b.-1n.?
334 [ 52.6 ] +.416 1 19820 | 40,710 I 0.902 I 0,40 I 2.5 |3.6 ]165 ] 3.2 J %) Ww.2
Symmetric Cade: Wy = 155.7 1lb, - Pitch Locked
938 | 52.6 | + 416 19820 | +0.710 I 0.902 I o.40 | 1.3 |3.6 175 | 2.6 | 17 15.1
Symmetric Cass: Ip = 88660 lb.-in,? - Translation Locked
33¢ | 52.6 | + 416 19820 l +0.710 [ 0.902 ] 0.40 l 2.3 | 3.5 | 151.5 2,0 | 19 13.0
Antisymmetric Cases: Ig = 17130 1b,-in.?
158 | 46.5 | + 166 21890 | +0.32% | 0.780 o6 | 2.1 [5.6 107 [ 1.7 | 16 9.7
18-1| 41.2 | - 468 12040 -1,020 | ~0,780 0.46 3.9 | 5.6 Above 221 mph >14.9
Antisymmetric Cases: Ig = 33130 1 .=in,2 ‘
3 42,7 | - bh,5 23040 ~0.093 0.589 0.52 2.1 | 4.5 | 124 | 1.8 17 11.5
& 51,2 | = 423 39520 -0, 742 0.352 0.67 1.7 | 4.2 | 174 | 1.7 26 21,1
10 | 33.2 | - 320 15050 -0,866 | -0.262 0.54 2.8 | 4.6 Above 238 mph >17.9
13 | 38,9 | 135 18770 -0.312 | 0.349 0.51 2.3 |45 {47 | 2.2 | 18 12.3
15 | 46.5 | + 166 21890 40,321 | 0.780 0.46 e | w== {108 { 2,7 1 16 9.8
1B | 41,2 ) - 468 12040 -1,020"{ =0,780 0.46 3.6 | 4.8 Above 271 mph >18,2
19 | 41,2 | - 282 8350 -0,614 | =0,350 0.36 3. | 5.1 Above 229 mph >12,9
194 | 55.6 | + 52 15010 40,084 | o.410 0.37 2.3 [ 4.7 (132 | 1.8 | 18 9.9
22 | 36.3 | - 767 31610 -1,898 | -1,212 0.88 2,6 | 4.3 Above 262 mph > 28,4
28-1] 55.6 | - 133 18700 -0,215 | 0.250 0.43 2,2 | 4.5 |137 1 1.9 | 18 11.5
31 | 21.8 | - 180 7350 0,742 | =D.250 0.46 3.6 | 5.2 [ 243 | 5.0 ’ 12 13,0
Antisymetric Cases: I¢ = 41470 1b,-4n,2 7
18-2| 41,2 | - 468 12040 -1,020 | -0,780 0,46 b | 4.6 Above 242 wph >16.3
28 | 556 | - 133 18700 ~0,215 0,250 0,43 2.2 | ka2 | 147 | 1.8 J 21 12,3
Antisyumetric Cases: Iy = 57200 1b,-in.2 . _
154 | 46.5 | + 166 21890 +0.321 | 0.780 0,46 1.9 |41 |19 11,61 19 10,5
30 | 51,0 - 635 14690 -1.118 — - 3.1 | 43 Above 265 mph ——
90 SL4CLSA-416

WADC TR 53 -161, Part 2

| 1"‘, 1,1, R

PSSt




